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Response to Comment Letter O11 

The Protect Our Communities Foundation/Backcountry 

Against Dumps 

Timothy Schoechle 

March 2, 2014 

O11-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a 

response is required. The County of San Diego 

(County) appreciates this information and this 

comment will be provided in the Final Program 

Environmental Impact Report (FPEIR) for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. 
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O11-2 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 

Ultimately, the decision makers must determine how 

the County can best meet its objectives. The 

information in this comment will be provided in the 

FPEIR for review and consideration by the decision 

makers. See response to comment O11-20. 

O11-3 See the response to comment O11-2. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue for 

which a response is required. Specific comments on 

the Proposed Project are addressed below. For 

comments that do not raise specific issues related to 

the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the Draft Program 

Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR), and for which 

no response is provided, the information will be 

included in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 

the decision makers.  

O11-4 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

preference for the No Project Alternative and 

distributed generation. Please refer to the responses 

to comments O10-102 to O10-115 and DPEIR pp. 

4.0-4 to 4.0-6 regarding the County’s analysis of the 

feasibility of the distributed-generation alternative. 

The County disagrees with the commenter that the 

goal of creating utility-scale solar energy in-basin is 

misguided or no longer relevant. Please refer to the 
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responses to comments O10-96 and O10-106, related 

to San Diego Gas & Electric’s (SDG&E’s) required 

procurement of electrical generation in accordance 

with the California Public Utilities Commission’s 

(CPUC’s) determination of demand, including the 

CPUC’s recent order for SDG&E to procure up to 

800 megawatts (MW) of electrical capacity within its 

territory to meet long-term local capacity 

requirements, with a minimum of 175 MW to come 

from preferred resources such as renewable 

generation (CPUC 2014, pp. 143–144). The County 

also disagrees that the Proposed Project would not 

improve electricity reliability for the San Diego 

region, as well as disagreeing with the alternatives 

that the commenter suggests. The County does not 

play a role in determining the need or the 

contribution to electricity supply reliability for a 

generation project within the County’s jurisdiction. 

However, the CPUC and the California Independent 

System Operator Corporation have determined that 

additional procurement from utility-scale energy 

projects, including from renewables or other 

preferred resources, will ensure local reliability 

within SGD&E territory (CPUC 2014, p. 134).  

 The County also disagrees with the commenter that the 

objectives of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) could be better achieved without the 

Proposed Project. The California Legislature provided 
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numerous declarations of policy in enacting CEQA 

(California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et 

seq.). Local agencies such as the County can best 

implement these policies through meeting the 

fundamental requirements of CEQA, including 

conducting a thorough and transparent analysis of the 

potential significant impacts of the Proposed Project, 

considering mitigation and alternatives to lessen or 

avoid those potential significant impacts identified, 

and making early and full disclosure to the public and 

decision makers of potential impacts.  

O11-5  The commenter’s general assertions regarding to the 

economic viability of large-scale projects that sell 

power to utilities, compared with rooftop solar, do not 

raise an issue related to the impact of the Proposed 

Project on the environment for which a response is 

required. Rather, the comment addresses economic 

viability and socio-business considerations that are 

outside the scope of CEQA review (see 14 CCR 

15131). In addition, please refer to the response to 

comment O11-4. 

O11-6 The commenter’s assertions related to a shift in the 

utility structure in Germany with the rise in solar 

electricity generation in that market do not raise an 

environmental issue pursuant to CEQA for which a 

response is required. In addition, please refer to the 

response to comment O11-4. 



Response to Comments 

October 2015  7345 

Final PEIR O11-6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O11-7  The commenter’s general assertions regarding the 

economic opportunities for distributed-generation 

rooftop solar do not raise an environmental issue 

related to the Proposed Project for which a response is 

required. In addition, please refer to the response to 

comment O11-4, in particular references to comments 

O10-106 and O10-108 regarding opportunities for 

rooftop solar in San Diego to contribute to state 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) and net metering 

program goals and the feasibility of distributed 

generation as an alternative to the Proposed Project. 

O11-8  The County acknowledges the comments related to 

advances in inverters that may allow distributed solar 

generation to provide services such as voltage support 

and frequency regulation traditionally met by utility-

scale generation. The information in the comment will 

be provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration 

by the decision makers. 

 The increased ability of distributed-generation 

resources to provide ancillary services to the grid does 

not alter the County’s conclusion regarding the 

feasibility of distributed generation as an alternative to 

the Proposed Project. The County’s elimination of 

distributed generation as an alternative is based on the 

alternative’s inability to feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the Proposed Project, including the 

ability to provide 168.5 MW of capacity (not just 
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ancillary services) in the San Diego basin. The 

commenter’s discussion of economic impact 

considerations is outside the scope of CEQA. Please 

refer to common response ALT2 and the responses to 

comments O10-102 to O10-115 related to the 

County’s finding of infeasibility for the distributed-

generation alternative. 

O11-9 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. The County disagrees 

with the commenter’s assertion that solar resources are 

equal throughout the County. To the contrary, areas 

like the Boulevard that have high direct normal 

irradiance are better solar resources than other areas 

within the County. The County also disagrees with the 

commenter’s assertion that distributed solar generation 

is as efficient as the CPV trackers utilized by the 

Proposed Project.  

O11-10 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. 
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O11-11  This comment does not raise specific issues related to 

the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

O11-12 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

preference for distributed generation. The County 

addresses below each of the commenter’s points on the 

purported shortcomings of utility-scale solar such as 

the Proposed Project in comparison to rooftop solar. 

The County acknowledges that the DPEIR provides 

that the distributed-generation alternative would result 

in a significant net reduction in environmental impacts 

compared with the Proposed Project (DPEIR, p. 4.0-

4). However, the County concluded that this 

alternative would not feasibly meet most of the 

Proposed Project objectives, and therefore eliminated 

it from further detailed consideration in the DPEIR (p. 

4.0-4). In addition, several of the points below refer to 

the potential effects of the environment on the 

Proposed Project, such as wildfire and the desert 

environment. Such effects are not relevant for 

consideration under CEQA (see Ballona Wetlands 

Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal. 

App. 4th 455, 473). 

 The commenter provides no support for their assertion 

that Soitec’s technology is unproven or that its electro-

mechanical systems are vulnerable to the desert 
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environment. See the response to comment C2-47. In 

addition, as explained above, the effects of the desert 

environment on the Proposed Project are not a relevant 

inquiry under CEQA.  

 The commenter asserts that the Proposed Project lacks 

economy of scale. This does not raise an 

environmental issue. In addition, however, the very 

nature of a utility-scale project is to take advantage of 

economies of scale, such that the Proposed Project is 

economically viable if approved by the County. 

 The commenter asserts that geographic clustering of 

solar panels decreases the stability of the grid because 

of its vulnerability to extreme weather and wildfire 

events. The DPEIR has analyzed the potential hazards 

to public safety and the environment related to wildfire 

and found a less-than-significant impact (DPEIR, pp. 

3.1.4-5 to 3.1.4-6, 3.1.4-8 to 3.1.4-11, 3.1.4-35 to 

3.1.4-41). As explained above, the effects of the 

environment on the Proposed Project are not a relevant 

inquiry under CEQA.  

 The comment related to the need for the Proposed 

Project’s power does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. 

 The comment related to concentrating solar power’s 

(CSP’s) “inappropriate and unnecessary focus on 

efficiency” does not raise an environmental issue for 

which a response is required. The County notes that 
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increased electricity generation efficiency is a benefit 

of the Proposed Project, as greater efficiency in any 

generation facility would result in fewer generation 

resources needed, whether distributed or utility scale. 

 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that the Proposed Project is a waste of groundwater 

resources. The County has analyzed the effect of the 

Proposed Project on groundwater and based on 

substantial evidence has concluded that the Proposed 

Project will not have a significant impact (DPEIR, pp. 

3.1.5-48, 3.15-58; common response WR1).  

 The alleged “excessive cost to ratepayers and 

taxpayers” of the Proposed Project does not raise an 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 The County disagrees with the commenter’s 

characterization of the Proposed Project causing 

environmental degradation. The DPEIR concluded that 

the Proposed Project would have certain significant and 

unmitigable environmental impacts (DPEIR, pp. S.0-9 

to S.0-13). However, the DPEIR considered and 

incorporated all feasible mitigation to lessen or avoid 

these impacts in accordance with CEQA (DPEIR, pp. 

S.0-13 to S.0-71). The DPEIR also considered eight 

alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a No 

Project Alternative, and identified Alternative 7 as the 

environmentally preferred alternative (DPEIR, pp. 4.0-

55 to 4.0-57). 
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 The applicants propose to site the Proposed Project 

near existing transmission infrastructure to minimize 

the need for new transmission facilities, contrary to the 

statement made by the commenter (DPEIR, pp. 1.01-1 

(Objective 3: Locate solar power plant facilities as 

near as possible to existing or planned electrical 

transmission facilities including colocating with 

existing transmission facilities when feasible)). The 

comment “[r]equirement of new transmission 

facilities” lacks sufficient detail to provide a more 

thorough response. 

 The commenter provides a general statistic of 

transmission loss of 7%–14%. This comment does not 

raise an environmental issue for which a response  

is required.  

 The commenter implies that the Proposed Project 

would require infrastructure construction, support 

facilities, and roads, presumably in comparison to 

rooftop solar. The environmental impacts of these 

facilities have been fully analyzed in the DPEIR. The 

comment lacks sufficient detail for the County to 

provide a more thorough response regarding a 

comparison of these facilities with what might be 

required for rooftop solar.  

 The financial risk of the Proposed Project and the 

potential cost of removal do not raise an 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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To the extent the commenter is referring to risk 

associated with the applicants paying for the cost of 

decommissioning at the end of the Proposed Project’s 

life, refer to the DPEIR, p. 1.0-19, for a discussion of 

the removal surety required of the applicants by  

the County. 

 The comment “unintended consequences” lacks 

sufficient detail to provide a thorough response.  

 The commenter’s bullet point arguments ostensibly 

addressing “the shortcomings of the Soitec approach” 

versus rooftop solar panels do not provide sufficient 

detail to respond more thoroughly. These comments 

also do not refute the DPEIR’s analysis and rejection 

of distributed rooftop solar as an alternative to the 

Proposed Project. 

O11-13 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. 

O11-14 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. Furthermore, the 

County was not able to access the reference cited for 

the assertion that San Diego County has 7,000 MW of 

rooftop and parking lot solar capacity in urban and 

suburban developed areas. Accordingly, that reference 

is not included in the administrative record.  
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O11-15 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. 

O11-16 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. 

O11-17 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. The County further 

notes that the Rugged and Tierra del Sol Solar Farms 

have been certified as Environmental Leadership 

projects under AB 900, which is intended to provide 

economic development benefits in California.  

O11-18 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertions 

that the County’s reasoning in finding the distributed-

generation alternative infeasible is “narrow, short-

sighted, [or] bureaucratic.” The commenter objects to 

several of the defined objectives of the Proposed 

Project that the distributed-generation alternative 

would not be able to meet. The commenter objects to 

Objective 2, stating that creating utility-scale solar 

energy as not an end in itself. The full text of 

Objective 2 is to create utility-scale solar energy in-

basin to improve reliability for the San Diego region 

by providing a source of local generation (DPEIR, p. 

1.0-1). The commenter expresses an opinion related to 

the value of utility-scale solar, but does not provide 

additional information on the feasibility of distributed 

generation. This is an opinion on the acceptability of 

the underlying Proposed Project itself, and is not a 
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comment that raises an environmental issue under 

CEQA. Please refer to common response ALT2 and 

the responses to comments O10-102 to O10-115 

related to the County’s consideration and ultimate 

elimination of the distributed-generation alternative, 

including arguments that the County should 

implement policies to further rooftop solar and the 

ability of distributed generation to meet the goals of 

the RPS. Related to the Proposed Project Objective 1 

to help meet the state’s RPS goals and distributed 

generation’s inability to meet this objective, please 

refer to the responses to comments O10-106 and 

O10-108.  

O11-19  The County appreciates this information and will take 

it into consideration. This information, however, 

would not affect the analysis in the DPEIR. 
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O11-20 The comment does not raise an environmental issue 

for which a response is required. The commenter is 

referred to the responses to comments O11-4, O11-5, 

O11-8, O11-9, O11-12, and O11-18. Attachments 

Annex A and Annex B will be included in the 

administrative record for the Proposed Project and will 

be in the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision makers. 
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